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Remarks 

The Office Action mailed My 24, 2003 and made final has been carefully reviewed and 
tte foregoing amendment has been made in consequence thereof. 

Claims 1-27, 37-44, and 54-58 are pending in this application. Claims 1-58 stand 
r^ected. Claims 28-36 and 45-53 have been cancelled. 

The rejection of Claims 1-27 and 54-58 under 35 U.S.C § 1 12, first paragraph, is 
T^ectfiilly traversed. 

Applicants respectfully submit that the specification meets the requirements of Section 
1 12, first paragraph. Specifically, Applicants r^ectfuUy submit that the specification, 
including the figures, would enable one skilled in the art to make and/or use the invention as 
described in the present patent apphcation. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request that the 
rejection of Claims 1-27, and 54^58 under Section 112, first paragraph, be withdrawn. 

The Office Action indicates at pages 3-4 ihat the '*claim(s) contains subject matter which 
Was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the 
relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the apphcation was filed, has possession of the 
claimed invention-" Moreover, the Office Action indicates that there "is claimed a 'deal' which 
nieets and bounds are now defined by amendment to the specification as new matter." 
Apphcants respectfully submit that Applicants* Amendment dated November 27, 2002 did not 
add new matter, and that the term: "deal" as described in the Novemb^ 27*^ Amendment is fully 
sikpported by the originally filed specification. 

. The originally filed specification clearly provides support for the tenn "deal*' as described 
in the November 27* Amendment. For example- the originally filed specification recited at 
paragraph [0023] (prior to filing the November 27*^ Amendment) as follows: 

Set foith below is a description of exemplary methods and systems for facilitating 
an assessment of profitability of accounts over the life of the accounts* While the 
methods and systems are sometimes described in the context of loans and loan 
portfolios, the methods and systems are not limited to practice in connection with 
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only loans and loan portfolios- The methods and systems can be used, for 
example, in connection with leases, financing and many other different types of 
' financial activity. 

Moreover, the originally filed specification describes, for example, the term "deal" at least at the 
following locations: paragraph [0034] (e.g., deal size); paragraph [0037] (e.g., closed deal 
i^orting); paragraph [0038] (e.g., deal samples and deal expenses); paragraph [0041] (e.g., deal 
size, pricing of the deal, etc.); and'paragr^hs [0043] through [0051] and [0057] (e.g., deals, deal 
name, deal structure, etc,)- 

Applicants therefore respectfixUy subttrit that no new matter was added through 
Applicants' Amendment dated November 27, 2002, and that the term "deal" as described in the 
NbvembCT 27*^ Amendment is fiilly supported by the originally filed specification. Accordingly, 
A^ipUcants respectftiUy request th3t the rejection of Claims 1-27 and 54-58 under Section 112, 
fitst paragraph, be withdrawn- ■ 

For the reasons set forth above, AppHcants respectfully request that the rejection of 
Qaims 1-27, and 54-58 imder Sedition 1 12, first paragraph, be withdrawn. 

The objection to the Amebdment filed Nov«nber 27, 2002 is respectfully traversed. 
>^licant$ respectfully submit that Applicants* Amendment dated November 27, 2002 did not 
a^ new matter, and that the tenn; "deal** as described in the November 27^^ Amendment is fiilly 
supported by the originally filed specification- Hie Office Action indicates at page 4 that the 
"added material which is not sup(k»rted by the original disclosure is as follows: * A deal is defined 
as any loan portfolios^ leases^ finzmces, and any other financial activity.*'* 

As discussed above, the originally filed specification clearly provides support for the 
tdim "deal" as described in the November 27* Amendments For example, the originally filed 



specification recited at paragr^h 
f(^llows: 



i[0023] (prior to filing the November 27* Amendment) as 



Set forth below is a description of exen^lary methods and systems for facilitating 
an assessment of profitability of accounts over the life of the accounts. While the 
methods and systems are sometimes described in the context of loans and loan 
portfolios, the methods and systems are not limited to practice in connection with 
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only loans and loan poitfolios. The methods and systOTis can be used, for 
example, in connection with leases, financing and many other different types of 
financial activity. 

MoreovCT, the originally filed specification describes, for example, the tenn *'deal" at least at the 
fclUowing locations: paragraph [0034] (e.g^ deal size); paragraph [0037] (e.g., closed deal 
reporting); paragraph [0038] (e.g.^ deal samples and deal expenses); paragraph [0041] (e.g., deal 
siize, pricing of the deal, etc.); andl paragraphs [0043] through [0051] and [0057] (e.g., deals, deal 
niime, deal structure, etc.)- Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request that the objection to the 
Aknendment filed November 27, 2002 under 35 U.S.C. § 132 be withdrawn. 

For the reasons set forth above. Applicants respectfully request that the objection under 
35 U.S.C. § 1 32 be withdrawn, 

The rejection of Claims 1-5, 37, and 55-58 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Field (U.S. Patent No. 6.073,104) in view of Chaudhuri et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
5l913;207) ("Chaudhuri") m fuithW view of King (U.S. Patent No, 6,148,293) is respectfully 
tikv^ed. 

Applicants respectfully submit that none of Field, Chaudhuri, or King, considered alone 
or in combination, describe or suggest the claimed invention. More specifically, at least one of 
the differences between the clainied invention and the cited refermces is that none of Field, 
Chaudhuri, or King, considered alone or in combination, describe or suggest prompting a user to 
enter at least one woikload driver for a deal wherein each workload driver is an element of the 
dkal that is to be reviewed as partiof a deal evaluation, pron^ting the user to enter a trigger level 
for each entered woikload driv^ jjA^herein the trigger level assigned to a workload driver 
indicates the anticipated level of effort required to review the corresponding workload driver, 
{^mpting the user to enter a weight for each trigger level, and allocating portfolio and 
underwriting expenses based upoix workload drivers and tbe coiresponding trigger levels. 

! ^ 

Field describes a computerized systraa that will allow healthcare providers to access the 
commercial paper market by "selling'* their patient claims to asset backed commercial paper 
conduits. The system generates statistical information on an historic collection experience of the 

11 
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prj^vider's claims required by both- the rating agencies and the sponsors of the conduits. This 
statistical information has two pieces: the net collectible value matrix showing the percentage of 
thb claim actually paid by individual payers; and a collection histogram showing the timing of 
the payers payments from the date of initial billing. The system also generates the accounting 
detail necessary for controlling anjd auditing the provider's participation in the commercial paper 
conduit program. The system tracks "periodic pools" of claims so as to be able to reconcile 
a4vance5, collections, interest expense, third party fees and cash settlements between conduits 
arid providers. This statistical information has two pieces: the net collectible value matrix 
showing both the percentage of the claim actually paid by individual payors and the standard 
deviation of this percentage; and a collection histogram showing the timing of the payors' 
payments from the date of initial billing. 

Chaudhuri describes a method and a tool for selecting an index configuration from a set 
of indexes for use by a database server in accessing a database to execute a workload of queries 
against the database. The queries^are defined by a query language supported by the database 
system. TTie index selection tool attempts to reduce the number of indexes to be considered, the 
number of index configurations to be enimieiated, and the number of invocations of a query 
optimizer in selecting an index configuration for the workload. 

King describes an operatiyely interconnected data processing and computing system for 
creating, servicing and paying loan agreements between a lender and borrower. The system 

ptovides for r^ayment of the loan together with interest at a periodically adjusted rate based on 

' ii ' 

tl^e terms of the agreement. The system includes data processing for a novel form of relationship 

' j 
nianagement linlcs> supervising and balancing the interests of contractholders, marketing agents, 

financial intermediaries, investment manage, investment bankers, custodians, rating agencies 

'i 

and an issuing entity. | 

Claim 1 recites a method for operating a computer to facilitate use of a pricing model for 
evaluating a deal that includes a portfolio of loans, wherein the method includes '^pro mpting a 
user to enter at least one workload driver for the deal, each workload driver is an element of the 
deal diat is to be reviewed as part of the deal evaluation. . .prompting the user to enter a trigger 

! 

i 12 
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level for each entered workload driver, the trigger level assigned to a workload driver indicates 
th^ anticipated level of effort required to review the coiresponding workload driver. . .prompting 
the user to enter a weight for eachitrigger level. . .and allocating portfolio and underwriting 
expenses, based upon workload drivers and the corresponding trigg^ levels." 

I 

None of Field, Chaudburij or King, considered alone or in combination, describe or 
siiggest a method for evaluating aldeal that includes a portfoho of loans, the method includes 
pitompting a oaer to enter at least <|iie workload driver for the deal wherein each workload driver 
isjan element of the deal that is tojjje reviewed a$ part of the deal evaluation, prompting the user 
to: enter a trigger level for each enltered workload driver wherein the trigger level assigned to a 
workload driver indicates the anticipated level of effort required to review the corresponding 
wbrkload driver, prompting the nljer to enter a weight for each trigger level, and aDocating 
portfolio and underwriting expenses, based upon workload drivers and the correspomiing trigg^ 
levels. i! 



More specifically, none ofiField, Chaudhnri, or King, considered alone or in 
combination, describe or suggest prompting a user to enter a trigger level for each entered 
M^kload driver wherein the triggpr level assign^ to a workload driver indicates the anticipated 
leivel of effort required to review ithe corresponding workload driver, prompting the user to enter 
a hvei^t for each trigger level, an i allocating portfolio and underwriting expenses based upon 
workload drivers and the coirespcinding trigger levels. 

Applicants respectfully tijverse the suggestion included in the Office Action at page 5 
tljat column 20, lines 4-1 0 of Fiei 1 describes 'Trigger levels are Mtered for the claims where 
eiph level assigned indicates an at iticipated level of effort to review the claims.** Rather, 
AppUcants submit thai column 2(| , lines 4-10 of Field actually describes "trigger levels for 
adjusting advance rates". More specifically. Field recites at column 20, lines 1-6 as follows: 

1 



If the average net collectible value of the recentiy collected claims is greater than 
or equal to the sum, then an upward revision of tiie advance rates is triggered. If 
the change in the average net collectible value does not exceed the trigger levels, 
then the advance rates remain at their present level. 
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Field describes advance rates at ccjlwiin 16, lines 16-18 as *^e rate at which the SPE [Special 
Purpose Entity] is to advance money against receivables of specific payors". In other words, the 
^trigger levels** described in Field do not indicate an anticipated level of effort to review claims 
a« suggested by the Office Action- Rather, the trigger levels described in Field ate defined in the 
cdntract between the SPE and the provider, and indicate that the net collectible value statistics 
(average net collectible value and'standard deviation) have changed by a predetermined amount 
such as to require a change to the jodvance rates (col. 19, hue 33 to col. 20, line 6). Applicants 
tb]erefore submit that Field does not describe nor suggest prompting a user to enter a trigger level 
far each entered workload driver wherein the trigger level assigned to a workload driver 
indicates the anticipated level of Jffort required to review the corresponding workload driver. 

ji 

Moreover, Chaudhuri describes a method and a tool for selecting an index configuration 
firpm a set of indexes for use by a jdatabase server in accessing a database to execute a woricload 
o? queries against the database. Tbc Office Action suggests at page 5 that Chaudhuri "discloses 
allocating workload drivers and trigger levels for a database (col. 2, lines 14-67)." However, 
Claim 1 recites "allocating portfo io and underwriting expenses, based iqwn workload drivers 
and the correspondiog trigger levels." Accordingly, Chaudhuri does not describe nor suggest 
allocating portfolio and underwriting expenses based upon workload drivers and coiresponding. 
trigger levels, but rather, Chaudhuri teaches allocating workload drivers and trigger levels for a 
diktabase. 



Furthermore, King describes an operatively interconnected data processing and 
computing sj^em for creating^ servicing and paying loan agreements between a lender and 

I si ' 

borrower. King does not describe nor suggest a method as recited in Claim 1. Accordingly, 
^[pplicants respectfully submit Claim 1 is patentable over Field in view Chaudhuri in further 
vjewofKing. I 

; For at least the reasons forth above. Applicants respectfully request that the Section 

lbs rejection of Claim 1 be wiflic^wn. 

I 

Claims 2-5 depend, directly or indirecfly, from indep^ident Claim 1 which is submitted 

I 

to be patentable. When the recitations of Claims 2-5 are considered in combination with the 
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Claim 37 recites a computpr-readable medium for evaluating a loan portfolio Aat 

includes "a record of workload drflvers for a loan portfolio, each workload driver is an elraient of 

f I 

the loan portfolio that is to be teviswed as part ofjthc portfolio evaluation. , .a record of trigger 
leyels for each workload driver, eiLch trigger level assigned to a woridoad driver indicates the 
anticipated level of effort required to review the corresponding workload driver. . -and a plurality 
of rules for matching workload di^vers and trigger levels to one or more loan portfolios." 

None of Field, Chaudhuri| or King, considered alone or in combination, describe or 
suggest a computer-readable medium for evaluating a loan portfolio that includes a record of 
wprkload drivers for a loan portfcjlio wherein eacjh workload driver is an element of the loan 
portfolio that is to be reviewed asjpart of the por^olio evaluation, a record of trigger levels for 
each workload driver wherein eadh trigger level assigned to a workload driver indicates the 
anticipated level of effort requireJl to review the corresponding workload driver, and a plurality 
of rules for matching woridoad dnvers and trigger levels to one or more loan portfolios. 

[ i 

Rnfher, Field describes a computerized system that allows healthcare providers to access 
the conuncrcial paper market by |selltng" their pktient claims to asset backed commercia] paper 
c«!)nduits; Chaudhuri describes a method and a tool for selecting an index cortBguratian ftom a 



set of indexes for use by a datab; 



e server in accessing a database to execute a workload of 



queries against the database; and king describes an operatively interconnected data processing 

ajjid computing system for creatiTig, semcing and paying loan agreements between a lender and 

I I 
bprrawer, 

I 

Althou^ (he Office Acti< m suggests that Field describes a system that includes "Trigger 
levels are entered for the claims ^/here each levei assigned indicates an anticipated level of effort 
16 review the claims". Applicants! submit that Field actually describes at colmnn 20, lines 4-10 
^''trigger levels for adjusting advance rates". In other words, the "trigger levels" described in 
Field do not indicate an anticipated level of eflbrt to review claims as suggested by the Office 

. ' i 

Action, but rather, the trigger levels described in Field are defined in the contract between the 

is 
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Fibld does not desaibe nor suggest 'prompting a user to enter a trigger level for each entered 
workload driver wherein the trigger level assigned to a workload driver indicates the anticipated 
level of effort required to review tfje corresponding workload driver. 
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20, line 6). Applicants therefore submit that 



and a tool for selecting an index configuration 
in accessing a database to execute a workload 



Moreover, Chaudhuri describes a method 
from a set of indexes for use by a iatabase server 

of queries against the database. Although the OflRce Action suggests at page 5 that Chaudhuri 
"discloses allocating workload dnvCTS and trigger levels for a database (col. 2, lines 14-67)", 
Chaudhuri does not describe nor sSuggest a plurality of rules for matching woridoad drivers and 
trigger levels to one or more loan! portfolios. Accordingly, AppUcants respectfully submit that 
Claim 37 is patentable over Field jin view Chaudhuri in futther view of King. 

For at least the reasons set forth above, AppUcants reqjectfiilly request that the Section 
103 rejection of Claim 37 be withdrawn. 

Claims 55-58 depend from independent Claim 54. Claim 54 recites a m^od for 
determining woridoads for a portfolio of deals that includes "selecting, from an electronic 
interface, a number of workload irivers for the p cnrtfolio, each workload driver is an elraient of a 
dfeal that is to be reviewed as partjof a deal evaluation. ..selecting, from the electronic interface, 
trigger levels for each of the workload drivers, each trigger level assigned to a workload driver 
indicates the anticipated level of eflfort required to review the corresponding workload 
driver. . .and requesting, from the j electronic inter Face, a workload rating for the portfolio." 

None of Field, ChandhurEI or King, considered alone or in combination, describe or 



suggest a method for determinin| workloads for. 
ail electronic interface a number 
driver is an elem^ of a deal that 
the electronic interface trigger le\^els 
assigned to a workload driver 
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corresponding workload driver, a^d requesting jftom the electronic interface a workload rating 
fok- the portfolio. 

Rather, Field describes a computerized system that allows healthcare providers to access 
thie comjnercial paper market by "selling" thdr pjrtient claims to asset backed commercial p^er 
conduits; Chaudhuri describes a method and a tool for selecting an index configuration from a 
set of indexes for use by a database server in accissing a database to execute a woridoad of 
qmeries against the database; and King describes .an operativdy interconnected data processing 
arad computing system for creating, servicing and paying loan agreements between a Irader and 
borrower. Accordingly, Applicails respectfully submit that Claim 54 is patentable over Field in 
v^ew of Chaudhuri in fimher view of King, 

•• 

When the recitations of Claims 55-58 are considered in combination with the recitations 
of Claim 54, AppUcants submit t|at dependent Claims 55-58 are also patentable over Field in 
view of Chaudhuri and further inMew of King. 

n 

Notwithstanding the above, the rejection- of Claims 1-5, 37, and 55-58 under 
35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Field in view of Chaudhuri in further view of 
king is further traversed on the ^unds that the Section 103 rejection of the presently pending 
claims is not a proper rejection. |)bviousness cannot be established by merely suggesting that it 
would have be^ obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify Field using the teachings of 
Chaudhuri and King. More specipcally, as is well established, obviousness cannot be 
established by combining the teaishings of the cited art to produce the claimed invention, absent 
some teaching, suggestion, or incpntive supporting the combination- None of Field, Chaudhuri, 
or King describe or suggest the claimed oombinEtioru FurthennQre, in contrast to the assertion 
vjdthin the Office Action, Applicants respectfully submit that; it would not be obvious to one 
skued in the art to combine Field with Chaudhu ci or King l)ecanse there is no motivation to 
cpmbroe the references suggested in the art. Rather, die Examiner has not pointed to any prior 
art that teaches or suggests to combine tiie disclosures, other than Applicants' own teaching. 
Only the conclusory statement thLt "[i]t would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in 
the art to include allocating expenses based upon workload drivers and their trigger levels to 
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Fibld because Chaudhuii teaches \ roikload database considerations used to optimize database 
performance" suggests combining Ae disclosures: 

More specifically, none of Field, Chaudhuri, or King describe or suggest the claimed 

r I 

ii^ention. Rath^, Field teaches a computerized system that allows healthcare providers to 

aqcess the commercial p£?)er marfccft by "selling" their pati«it claims to asset backed commercial 

paper conduits. Chaudhuri teaches a method and*a tool for selecting an index configuration from 

a set of indexes for use by a databise senrer in accessing a database to execute a workload of 

queries against the database. King teaches an opraatively inferconnected data processing and 

computing system for creating, se -vicing and pajang loan agreements between a lender, and 

borrower. Combining Field with he teachings of Chaudhuri or King would not describe or 

suggest the present inv^ition, Ac M^rdingly, Applicants respectfully submit that there is no 

suggestion or motivation to comWne Field with Ghaudhuri oir King. 

- '! : 

As the Federal Circuit haa[ recognized, obyiousness is not established merely by 

combining references having difFerMit individual! elements of pending claims. Ex parte 

Levengood, 28 U-S-P.Q.2d 1300 (Bd, Pat. App. & Inter. 1993). MPEP 2143.01. Rathw, there 

must be some suggestion, outside of Applicants' disclosure, jin the prior art to combine such 

references, and a reasonable expeictation of success must be both found in the pnor art, and not 

based on Applicants* disclosure. InreVaeck. 2d U.S J*.Q,2d 1436 (Fed. Cir. 1991), hi the 



present case, neither a suggestion; 
reasonable expectation of success 



or motivation to combine the prior art disclosures, nor any 
has been shown. 



Furthermore, it is imp er mi ssible to use thie claimed invention as an instruction man u al or 
"template" to piece together the ttiachings of the.cited art so that the claimed invention is 
r^dered obvious. Specifically, d ae cannot use iindsiglit reconstruction to pick and choose 
ainong isolated disclosures in theW^ to deprecate the claimed invention. Further, it is 
impermissible to pick and choose :from any one i^8fbrence only so much of it as will support a 
^ven position, to the exclusion o: "other parts necessary to the full appreciation of what such 
reference fairly suggests to one of ordinary skill in the art. The present Section 103 rejection is 
based on a combination of teachings selected fiom multiple patents in an attempt to arrive at the 



I 

; I. 
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claimed invention. Specifically, Field describes a| computerized system that aUows healthcare 



pibviders to access the commerci^ paper market|by "sellingl their parieat claims to asset backed 
commercial paper conduits; Chaudhim describes ja. method and a tool for selecting an index 
ccjnfiguration ftom a set of indexed for use by a database server in accessing a database to 
execute a workload of queries against the databasje; and Kixi^ describes an operatively 
interconnected data processing anl computing sjlstem for criatin& servicing and paying loan 
agreements between a lender and borrower. Sin(^ there is np teaching nor suggestion in the 
cited art for the claimed combination, the Section 103 rejectipn appears to be based on a 
hiindsight reconstruction in whichSsolated disclosures have b|een picked and chosen in an attempt 
tq d^recate the pres^it invention] Of course, sulbh a combination is impermissible, and for this 
rqason alone. Applicants respectfiluy request thai the Section 103 rejection be withdrawn. 

] I 

For at least the reasons setlfbifh above. Applicants rejspectftdly request that the Section 
1<!)3 rejection of Claims 1-5, 37, and 55-58 be wi|ebdrawn. | 

TherejectionofClaims7&tidl7under3|$U.S,C. § f 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Field (U.S. Patent No. 6,073,l04)lin view of Ch|udhiuri et at (U.S. Patent No. 5,913,207) 
("Chaudhuri^O is respectfiiJly traversed. i; | 

■ i I: ■ 

Field and Chaxidhuri are both described above. 

Claim 7 recites a database that includes "^data corresponding to workload dnvers for a 

' 1 ' I ' i . 

deal, each workload driver is an fflement of the deal that is toibe reviewed as part of a deal 

assigned to a workload driver inmcates the anticipated level iof effort required to review the 
corresponding workload driver. . Imd data coiresponding to input and feedback regarding the 

dU" ' I 

j Neither Field nor ChaudhLci, consideredlalone or in combination, describe or suggest a 
database that includes data corresponding to workload drivers for a deal wherein each workload 

driver is an element of the deal that is to be reviewed as part of a deal evaluation, dala 

.1 

coTK^onding to a trigger level for each woridoad driver wherein the trigger level assigned to a 



) 

i 
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workload driver indicates the antitlpated level of] bffort required to review the correspondiTig 
workload drivw, and data corresp|nding to input; and feedback regarding Ihe deal. 

Rather, Field describes a cLnputerized sy stem that allows healthcare providers to access' 
th? commercial paper market by 'ielling" their patient claims to asset backed connnercial paper 

' 1 'I 

conduits; and Chaadhmi describes a method and a tool for selecting an index configuiatioD from 
a set of indexes for use by a database server in acpessing a database to execute a workload of 
queries against the database. 

Although the Office Actim suggests at pages 6-7 that Field describes at column 20, lines 
4nl 0 'Trigger levels ate entered f6r the claims where each level assigned indicates an anticipated 
level of effiMt to review the claimlf". Applicants respectfully submit that Field actually describes 
at! column 20, lines 4-10 'trigger 1 svels for adjustmg advance rates". More specifically. Field 
describes trigga: levels for adjust! ag advance rates wherein an advance rate is **the rate at which 
the SPE [Special Purpose Entity] j s to advance nibney against receivables of specific payors". In 
oi;her words, the trigger levels de^ bribed in Fieldlpo not indicate an anticipated level of effort to 
r^ew claims as suggested by the Office Action! but rather, the *^gger levels'* described in 
Field are triggered whai the net d jllectible valud statistics (average net collectible value and 
standard deviation) have change<^ by a predetermined amount such as to require a change to the 
ai^vance rates (coL 19, line 33 to i ol. 20, line 6).|| AppUcants therefore submit that Field does not 
describe nor suggest prompting a user to enter a itrigger level fi^r each entered workload driver 
wherein the trigger level assignee to a workloadipriver indicates the anticipated level of effort 
lequiied to review the corresponc ing workload dfcivCT- 



] Fuithermosre, the Office /fction suggests jat page 6 that Chaudhuri "discloses allocating 
yrorkload drivers and trigger leve s for a databa^ ? (coL 2, lines 14-67)." However. Chaudhuri 
dpes not describe nor suggest a ditabase that inc udes data corresponding to workload drivers for 
ajdeal wherein each workload difirer is an clemeit of the deal that is to be reviewed as part of a 
d&dl evaluation, data corresponding to a trigger lisvel for each workload driver wherein the 
trigger level assigned to a workl<&d driver indicates the anticipated level of effort required to 
review the corresponding workload driver, and data corresponding to input and feedback 



io 



i 
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regarding the deal. Accordingly, 
Fifeld in view of Chaudhuri. 



ilicants respectfully submit that Claim 7 is patentable over 



For at least the reasons sajprth above. Applicants respectfully request that the Section 
l63 rejection of Claim 7 be witiid|jawn. 

Claim 17 recites a system for evaluating deal economics based on workload requirements 
that inchides "a database comprislig data coiresp onding to workload drivers and related trigger 
levels for each deal, each wotklo Jl driver is an e em»t of a deal that is to be reviewed as part of 



a ileal evaluation, the trigger level 
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assigned to a ^ workload diiv^ indicates the anticipated level of 



effort required to review the relat&l workload driyer. . .and a server configured to prompt useis to 
select trigger levels for each desi^ated woridoac .driver when entering deal data." 

Neither Field nor Chaudhim, considered alone or in combination, describe or suggest a 
system for evaluating deal economics based on orkload requirements that includes a database 
having data corresponding to workload drivers a] id related trigger levels for each deal wherein 
e;ich woridoad driver is an element of a deal that is to be reviewed as part of a deal evaluation 
and the trigger level assigned to a|wofkload driv< x indicates the anticipated level of effort 
required to review the related wo|doad driver, a; id a server configured to prompt users to select 
trigger levels for each designatedWorldoad drive r when entering deal data. 

Rather, Field describes a computerized s] ^stem that allows healthcare provide to access 
tHe commercial papCT market by ]jselling" their p atient claims;ito asset backed commercial paper 
cbnduits; and Chandhuri describds a method and a tool for selecting an index configuration fit>m 
ajset of indexes for use by a dataliase server in accessing a daljabase to execute a workload of 
queries against the database. 



Ac< ordingly. Applicants respecfcilly submit that Claim 17 is 



platentable over Field in view of Chaudhuri. 



For at least the reasons se forth above, A pplicants r^ectfiilly request that the Section 
1!03 rejection of Claim 17 be witlidrawn. ] 

Notwithstanding the abovje, the rejectionjof Claims 7 and 17 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Field in jview of ChaudAuri is further traversed on the grounds that the 

21 
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Sejction 103 rejection of the presently paiding clffljns is not a proper rejection. Obviousness 
catmot be established by merely suggesting that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
slill in the art to modify Field usiilg die teachings of Chaudhuxi. More spedficaUy, as is well 
esiablished, obviousness cannot hv established bj combining^he teachings of die cited art to 
piioduce the claimed invention, abiient.some teacl ing, suggestion, or incentive supporting the 
combination. Neither Field nor aiaudhuii descri je or suggest the claimed combination. 
FimthOTnore, in contrast to the assfertibn witiiin tMe OfBce Actibn, Applicants respectfully submit 
tfet it would not be obvious to one skilled in the iafrt to combine Field with Chaudhuri because 
there is no motivation to combine, the references suggested in the art Rather, the Examiner has 
not pointed to any prior ait that teaches or sugges ts to combine the disclosures, other than 
Ajpplicants' own teaching. 

Furthermore, it is impermissible to use th t claimed invention as an instruction manual or 
"tiemplate" to piece together the teachings of the cited art so that the claimed invention is 
rendered obvious. Specifically, o] le cannot use h indsight lecpiistruction to pick and choose 
among isolated disclosures in the art to deprecate the claimed invention. Further, it is 
iinpermissible to pick and choose from any one reference otAy so much of it as will support a 
given position, to the exclusion of other parts necessary to the full appreciation of what such 
reference fairly suggests to one of ordinary skill n the ait ijbie present Section 103 rejection is 
based on a combination of teachir gs selected firq n multiple patents in an attempt to arrive at the 
claimed invention. Since there is no teaching no : suggestioilan the cited art for the claimed 
combination^ the Section 103 rejertion appears tb.jbe based oip^ a hindsight reconstruction in 



vfbich isolated disclosures have bi^ picked and 



The rejection of Claims 6, 



invention. Of coarse, such a com filiation is imp srmissible, and for this reason alone. Applicants 

respectfully request that the Section 103 rejectionjbe withdrawn, 

i ' i. 

For at least the reasons sei forth above, .^ppHcants respectfidly request that the Section 

lb3 rejection of Claims 7 and 17 be withdrawn. ' 



chosen in aniatt^npt to deprecate the present 



8-16, 18-27, and 38-44 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 



unpatentable over Field (U.S. Patlsnt No. 6.073^04) in view of Chaudhuri et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
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5,?13;207) ("Chaudhuri") in further view of King:(U.S. Patent No. 6,148^93) and further in 
view of Freeman et al. (U.S. PatentNo. 6,249,7715: Bl) ("Fremian'O is respectfiiUy traversed. 

Field, Chaudhuri, and King are all descriBed above. Freeman describes a method for 
iDprtgage and closed end loatx poriffolio managerdOTt in the fqim of an analytic tool designed to 
improve analysis of past and fiiturs perfonnance'of loan portfolios. The method includes 
aggregating loan nnils into loan vintages, wherein the loans in each vintage originate within a 
predetermined time interval of oni another. Th^ method fiirther includes comparing different 
vintages to one another in a mannsr such that the ages of the Joans in the different vintages are 
comparable to one another. An early warning cq mponent'of the system predicts delinquency 
mes expected for a portfolio of Ic ans during a fc? irwaid looking time window, A matrix link 
component of the invention combines the loan vi iptage analysis with the early warning 
c?)mponent of the inv^tion and j^redicts the defs filt rate of tlie loan portfolios at a selected future 
point in time. The results of the analysis are gr^hically depicted and/or automatically fedback 
to provide "yes" or "no" decisioni regarding investments in yarioos loan portfolios (see abstrac :) 



dependent Claim 1. Claim 1: recites a method for operating a 
for pvaluatiDg a deal that includes a portfolio of 
'prompting ia user to enteir at least one workload driver for 
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\m elem^t of tne deal that is to be reviewed as part of the deal 



Claim 6 depends from in 
computer to facilitate use of a pricing model 
loans, wherein the method includlps 
the deal, each workload driver is 
Valuation. . .prompting the us^ to 
trigger level assigned to a woiklolad 
rsview the corresponding workloki 

l^el. . -and allocating portfolio acid underwriting expenses, based upon workload drivers and the 
dorresponding trigger levels 



I 



eater a trigger level for each entered workload driver, the 
driver indicates the anticipated level of effort required to 
driver- . -proi opting the user to enter a weight for each triggler 



None of Field, Chandhuri BCing, or Freeman, considered alone or in combination, 
4escribe or suggest a method for 
rkethod includes pronqrting a user 
woikload driver is an element of jtho 

prompting the user to enter a trigger level for eafch entered workload driver wherein the trigger 



evaluating a deal that includes a portfolio of loans, wherein itie 
to enter at l^st one workload driver for the deal wherein each 
deal that isLo be reviewed as part of the deal evaluation. 
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level assigned to a workload driver indicates the anticipated level of effort required to review th| 
corresponding workload driver, prompting the us|dr to enter a i^eigbt for each trigger level, and 
alHocating portfolio and underwriting expenses, based upon wbicfcload drivers and the 
ccftxesponding trigger levels. \ 

More specifically, none of Field,. Chandhiii, King, or Freeman, considered alone or in 
ccjmbination, describe or suggest inompiing a user to enter a trigger level for each entered 
workload driver wherein the trigger levejl assign^ to a worklcfad driver indicates the anticipatec 

I I '^i 

level of effort required to review the coitesponding workload fJriver, prompting the user to entej- 
a weight for each trigger level, ancl allocating poi|bfolio and mideiwriting expenses based upon 

wbikload drivers and the correspotadingitrigger l^els. j; 



Rather, Field describes a qomputerized syistem that aUows healthcare providers to access 
tfe commercial paper market by 'jselling" their patient claim3jto asset backed commercial p^ei 
condidts; COiandhuri describes ainethod and a tool for selecting an index configuration from a 
set of indexes for use by a database server in accessing a database to execute a workload of 
qi:ieries against the database; King desaiibes an operatively ir^erconnected data processing and 
computing system for creating, servicing and paying loan a^^eements between a lender and 



borrower; and Freeman describes 



a method for mortgage and'closed end loan portfolio 



njanagement in the form of an analytic tool desi^ped to impfpye analysis of past and future 
pisrfbnnance of loan portfolios. j 

Although the Office Acticp mentions at plage 8 that Fi^ieeman discloses "financial data 

iijcludixig loan data". Freeman dofes not describe nor suggest prompting a user to enter a tngger 

' j 
Icivel for each entered woildoad driver wherein tie trigger l^el assigned to a workload driver 

I I 'jj "lit 

indicates the anticipated level of effort Required to review the: corresponding workload driver, 

pkunpting the user to enter a weight for each trigjger level, aiSi allocating portfolio and 

underwriting exposes based upon workload dri^rerB and the^ ODTresponding trigger levels. 

4ccordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that Qaim 1 is patentable over Field in view 

Ghaudhuri in further view of King and ifurther in view of Freeman. 
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When the recitations of Claim 6 are consiclered in coihbinatioii with the recitations of 

Clkim 1, Applicants submit that d4)endent Claim'|6 is also pa^table over Field in view of 

Qiaudhuri in further view of King' and fiirther in |<pew of Freanfln. 

! i il 'I 

Claims 8-1 6 depend fiom fadependent Ciyiin 7. aaim'J recites a database that includes 



I; 



I 
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"djata conesponding to woritload drivers for a deal each vworHpad driver is an element of *e 
dejal that is to be reviewed as part 6f a deal evalu^on. - -data yprresponding to a trigger level for 
each workload driver, the trigger level assigned ti3.;a worMoa^Jiariver indicates the anticipated 
level of effort required to review the corresponding worldoad-^ver. . .and data corresponding to 

i i if 

input and feedback regarding the deal." " 



I 



NoBe of Field. Chaudhuii/King, or FrcCTian, coiisid^red alone or in combination, 
describe or suggest a database thai includes data liorrespondin^ to workload drivers for a deal 
wherein each workload driver is ah element of tlie.deal that is!to be reviewed as part of a deal 

1 .: ill . r<- 

evaluation, data corresponding to a trigger level ^pr each wo&load driver wherein the tngger 
level assimed to a workload driver indicates theianticipat^ ij^vel of eflfbit required to review the 
corresponding workload driver, and data conrespjc nding to inpjnt and feedback regarding the deal 

Rather, Field desaibes a cbmputerized system that allows healthcare providers to access 

l.^ ! ij i'4 • 

the commercial paper market by Vselling" their pktient claimisl.to asset backed connnercial paper 

) ; i • 

conduits; Chaudhuri describes a inethod and a toiol for selecting an index configuration from a 
set of indexes for use by a database server in accessing a database to execute a workload of 
queries against the database; King describes an operatively ir^erconnected data processing and 
computing system for creating, servicing and pajjing loan a^einents between a lendCT and 
borrower; and Freeman describe&ia method for riiOTtgage anijclosed end loan portfolio 
Management in the form of an analytic tool desi^[ied to impi^bcve analysis of past and future 
pferfonnance of loan portfolios. Accordingly, Applicants re^ectfully submit that Claim 7 is 
nktentable over Field in view of Ghaudhuri in fiMher view al£iKing and forther in view of 

! ■* : ' ^^ 

Fre^nan. 



2^ 
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When the recitations of Q^ims 8-16 are ciJnsidered in;;9ombmatioii with the recitations of 

laimi 8-16 are also patentable over Field in view of 



Cljaim 7, Applicants submit that d^endent CI 
Cfiaudhuri in further view of Kin^iand fimher in 



iew of FreCTian. 

Claiins 18-27 depend fironL-mdepeiideiit Caaim 17. Qaim 17 recites a system for 
e\;aluatmg deal economics based on workload reqiiiiremeiits tEat includes "a database compnsmg 
dm? corresponding to workload drivers and relatijjd trigger levels for each deal, each workload 
L element of a deal that Is to be review^ as part oik deal evaluation, the trigger level 



jated level olf effort required to review the 



driver is an < 

aligned to a workload driver indicates the anticiu 

rejlated workload driver., .and a s^er coiifigiire<^to prompt users to select trigger levels for each 
designated workload driver wheni'entering deal data.'" 



None of Field, Chaudhuri^iKing, or Freeman, consid^ed alone or in combination, 

describe or suggest a system for evaluating deal economics bised on workload requirements that 

includes a database having data corresponding tojworkload drivers and related trigger levels for 

^ I ;| in,' 

each deal wherein each workloadfdriver is an eleiment of a deSl that is to be reviewed as of a 

dfeal evaluation and the trigger leyel assigned to a woridoad driver indicates the anticipated level 

of efifort required to review the related workload ||hiver, and aj server configured to prompt users 

x6 select trigger levels for each d«ignated workload driver v^en entering deal data. 



Rather, Field describes a Gomputerized sjirstem that afiows healthcare providers to access 

i [ III ijs 

tlie commercial paper market by tselling" their patient claimsito asset backed commercial paper 



conduits; Chandhuri describes a isfietbod and a tbj)l for seledicig an index configuration from a 
set of indexes for use by a database server in accessing a dat^ase to execute a workload of 
qperies against the database; Kini i describes an coeratively ijEikercormected data processing and 
computing system for creating, s<irvicing and paying loan a^rjeements between a lender and 
borrower, and Freeman describes .a method for mortgage an|.|closed end loan portfolio 
inanag^ent in tiie form of an aclaljrtic tool desijgned to impibive analysis of past and future 
pWformance of loan portfolios. Accordingly, i^hcants respectfully submit that Claim 17 is 

I i !' ' 

patentable over Field m view of Chaudhuri in further view of King and further in view of 

Freeman- ; I ' 

|. 
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When the recitations of Claims 18-27 arej(^nsidered in combination with the recitations 
Claim 17, Applicants submit th&t dependent Cj^^s 18-27 are also patentable over Field in 



view of Chaudhuri in further view 
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of King and further in viewj pf Freeman- 



Claims 38-44 depend fromii independent Gi laim 37, Claim 37 recites a computer-readable 



medium for evaluating a loan poraolio that includes "a record Of workload drivers for a loan 
portfolio, each woridoad driver is jan element of ibie loan portfolio that is to be reviewed as part 
of the portfolio evaluation,., a recotd of trigger lei rels for eacK^workload driver, each trigger level 
a^gned to a workload driver indicates the anticipated level o^F-effort required to review the 
corresponding workload driver. - » and a plurahty fcif rules for oikching workload drivers and 
trigger levels to one or more loan portfolios " 

None of Field, Chaudhurij King, or Freeman, considea^ alone or in combination, 

describe or suggest a computer-r^uJable mediumj for evaluatiii^ a loan portfolio that includes a 

I \\ ji , , - 

record of workload drivers for a loan portfolio wherein each yorkload driver is an element of the 

Ician portfoUo that is to be leviewijd as part of th| portfolio evjiluation, a record of trigger levels 

fbr each workload driver whereiii '^ach trigger lejiel assigned p a workload driver indicates the 

aiiiticipaied level of effort required to review the jcoirespondin^ workload driver, and a plurahty 

of rules for matching workload dnvers and trigger levels to oije or more loan portfolios. 

; Rather, Field describes a oomputOTzed sj|stem that all g>w5 healthcare providers to access 
the commercial paper market by fselling" their i>jatient claimf ko asset backed commercial paper 

conduits; Chaudhuri describes a method and at(iol for selecti ig an index configuration from a 

' I ' - 11 ' 

set of indexes for use by a database server in accessing a database to execute a workload of 

I 1 : * 11 i 

queries against the database; King describes an operatively inierconnected data processing and 

i i * ' If. t 

computing system for creating, servicing and paving loan agteements between a lender and 

bbrrower; and Freeman describes ^ a method for mlortgage and blosed end loar> portfolio 

njanagemcnt in the fomi of an analytid tool desij^ed to .improve analysis of past and future 

I * ■ |l ,! 

performance of loan portfolios. Accordingly, Applicants respiectfully submit that Claim 37 is 

patentable over Field in view of Chaudhuri in fiiither view of King and further in view of 

^ 11 \ 
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ofiClaim 37, Applicants submit ibax dependent Cj 

i' ' • i 
viaw of Chaudhuri in further viewi.of King and 
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When the recitatiaus of Claims 38-44 are.considered in combination with the recitations 

j ire also patentable over Field in 
ofFreeman, 

Notwithstandtog the above; the rejection |fClai^^ 6, ij-l6. 18-27, and 38-44 under 
35 U.S.C, § 103(a) as being unpatfentable over Field in view o f Chaudhuri in fiiither view of 
King and further in view of Freemjan is further trilversed on tUe grounds that the Section 103 
r^ection of the presently pendingljjlaims is not a'proper rejection. Obviousness cannot be 
e^lishedby merely suggesting ^latit would hate been ©bvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
aiit to modify Field using the teachings of Chaudhuri, King, and Freeman. More specifically, as 
i^ well established, obviousness cannot be estab^shed by combining the teachings of the cited art 



r. 



i 



tq produce the claimed invention,j'absent some teaching, suggestion, or incentive supporting the 
combination. None of Field, Chandhnri, King, (| Freeman describe or suggest the claimed 
abmbination. Furthermore, in contrasjt to the assertion withidjthe Office Action, Applicants 



T&spectfiilly submit that it would not be obvious :Jo one skiUed in the art to combine Field with 



Chaudhuri, King, or Freeman because there is n?^ motivation to combine the references suggested 



in the art. 



Furthermore, it is impermissitile to use th|e claimed in|rention as an instraction manual or 
"template" to piece together the teachings of the|pited art jso that the claimed invention is 
rendered obvious. Specifically, dne cannot use bfindsight reconstruction to pick and choose 
ajnong isolated disclosures in the|iart to deprecatei the claiwea invention. Further, it is 
imperaiissible to pick and choosQ.fi-om any one jqbferenceionly 



bferencejonw so much of it as will support a 



given position, to the exclusion of other parts necessary to the full appreciation of what such 
ribfer^ce fairly suggests to one oitordmary skillm the art^ The present Section 103 rejection is 
biased on a combination of teachings selected 



^ multifile patents in an attempt to arrive at the 



claimed invention. Since there is no teaching not suggestaori in the cited art for the claimed 

i ' ' , i I 

dombination, the Section 103 rcjecticfn appears ti> be basdd oin a hindsight reconstruction in 
v/hich isolated disclosures have bfeen picked andl chosen in an attempt to deprecate the present 

invention Of course, such a combination is imp|ermissible, and for this reason alone. Applicants 

I ' 

respectfiilly request that the Section 1 03 rejection be wididrawn. 

^ ; ;i ? 
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For at least the reasons set fortli; above. Applicants respBctfiilly request that the Section 
icb lejectian of Claims 6, 8-16, 1 8-2711 and 38-44 be withdra^ 



In view of the foregoing amendirients and; remarks, all; the 



I claims now active in this 
ap'pUcation are believed to be in ccinditibn for allowance. Rec onsideration and favorable action 



is Irespectfiilly sohcited. 



r 



i 1 
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